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INTRODUCTION
The Core outcome set for Venous leg ulceration 
(CoreVen) project was established in 2016 and is 
registered on the COMET database (http://www.
comet-initiative.org/studies/details/680). The 
project aims to develop a minimum list of out-
comes on the effectiveness of interventions used in 
venous leg ulceration (VLU) and their associated 
measurement instruments for reporting in clinical 
trials. The principal investigators are Prof. Andrea 
Nelson (University of Leeds, UK) and Dr Geor-
gina Gethin (NUI Galway, Ireland). Sarah Hallas 
is a PhD student on the project, and Mary Burke 
is an MSc Student. Supervision of these students 
is provided by Dr Susan O’Meara (University of 
Leeds), Prof. Andrea Nelson, and Dr Georgina 
Gethin. The steering group represents a range of 
disciplines from multiple European countries: Dr 
Una Adderley (Lecturer and Researcher in Com-
munity Nursing, University of Leeds, UK), Dr Jan 
Kottner (Scientific Director of Clinical Research 
for Hair and Skin Science, Department of Derma-
tology and Allergy, Charite-Universitatsmedizin 
Berlin, Berlin, Germany), Dr Mary Madden (Lec-
turer and Researcher in Applied Health Research, 
University of Leeds, UK), Dr Pauline Meskell 
(Senior lecturer and researcher at the Nursing 
and Health Research Department, University 
of Limerick, Ireland), Prof. Jane Nixon (Deputy 
Director Institute Clinical Trials Research, Uni-
versity of Leeds, UK), Dr Aonghus O’Loughlin 
(Consultant Endocrinologist, Bons Secours Hos-
pital, Galway, Ireland and an Alliance for Research 
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and Innovation in Wounds Steering Committee 
Member), Prof. Sebastian Probst (Professor of 
Tissue Viability and Wound Care, University of 
Applied Sciences Western Switzerland, Geneva, 
Switzerland and Council Member and Editor, 
EWMA), Mr Wael Tawfick (Vascular Surgeon 
Saolta University Health Care Group, University 
Hospital Galway, and the School of Medicine, 
National University of Ireland Galway, Ireland, 
and an Alliance for Research and Innovation in 
Wounds Steering Committee Member), and Dr 
Thomas Wild (General Surgeon, specialising in 
wound management and septic surgery, University 
Medical Center Hamburg-Eppendorf, Germany 
and Editor-in-Chief, Wound Medicine).

AIMS OF THE MEETING
The aim of the meeting was to introduce the pro-
ject, its rationale, its purpose, and progress to date 
as well as to gain feedback on the proposed meth-
odology. The project team members are grateful to 
the EWMA for facilitating this first open meeting.

ATTENDANCE AT THE MEETING
Notification of the meeting was provided in the 
conference programme and on the website and 
was therefore open to all delegates. Key opinion 
leaders in VLU management who were attending 
the conference were informed of the meeting, and 
pre-conference notifications were sent to contacts. 
A total of 52 people attended the meeting from 
various backgrounds, which included patient 
organisation representatives, vascular surgeons, 
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physicians, dermatologists, podiatrists, nurses, sociologists, 
and researchers.

BACKGROUND
A core outcome set (COS) is a minimum set of outcomes 
that should be measured and reported in all clinical trials 
for a specific clinical area as agreed on by stakeholders in 
that field1. An outcome is any identifiable consequence of 
the exposure to a health care intervention, such as a drug 
or a dressing. An outcome must be appropriate, measur-
able, and meaningful to stakeholders. COS are gaining 
recognition as a means of improving the potential for meta-
analysis within systematic reviews and ultimately synthesis-
ing results of trials that include outcomes of importance 
to patients and key stakeholders. A COS also reduces the 
risk of outcome-reporting bias2. For example, in the ab-
sence of these minimum requirements, the presentation 
of findings may be limited to outcomes with statistically 
significant results. The implementation of the COS for 
VLUs by researchers will increase the utility of trials in this 
field and facilitate comparison amongst different sources 
of evidence. Many areas of healthcare have developed a 
COS, such as the Outcome Measures in Rheumatology 
(OMERACT;3), the management of Otitis Media with 
Effusion in children with cleft palate (mOMEnt;4), and 
Harmonizing Outcome Measures for Eczema (HOME;5). 
To date, however, no standardised methods of assessment 
or COS exist for VLU management, and three previous 
systematic reviews have identified the diversity of outcomes 
in RCTs in this field6,7,8. 

A recent qualitative study9 that aimed to identify the most 
important outcomes for complex wounds from the per-
spectives of patients, carers, and healthcare professionals 
found that most patients with VLUs, including intrave-
nous drug users, and healthcare professionals involved in 
their care regarded the healing of the wound as the primary 
treatment goal. Patients were greatly troubled by the so-
cial consequences of having a complex wound. Thus, the 
CoreVen project team is working together to develop a 
minimum list of outcomes for VLU trials.

A VLU is a chronic wound that occurs below the knee and 
takes more than six weeks to heal9. A VLU is a chronic 
and reoccurring condition11 that is caused by impaired 
venous blood flow triggered by venous hypertension. The 
prevalence of VLUs has been estimated at 0.29 per 1000 
individuals in the UK (95% confidence interval 0.25-
0.33)12. Estimates in the Western world suggest that 1% 
of the population experience VLUs, and this rate could be 
as high as 3% in people over the age of 65 years13. Venous 
hypertension results in damage to the valves in the legs, al-
lowing two-way blood flow to occur instead of the normal 

one-way flow of blood and resulting in swelling of the leg 
veins, oedema, and leakage of circulatory fluid into the 
surrounding tissue from the capillaries in the lower legs14. 
VLU can result in pain, malodour, susceptibility to infec-
tion, and lack of mobility15. These issues, in turn, affects 
the patient’s quality of life through reduction in social 
activity, limits on their capacity to work, and inability to 
perform self-care and personal hygiene activities9,16. In 
order to ensure individuals receive good quality care and 
treatment supported by evidence-based practice, effective 
treatments must be developed and rigorously tested.

The lack of consistency in clinical trial outcomes means 
that it is difficult to compare results of clinical trials or 
to perform meta-analysis6. This lack of consistency lim-
its clinical judgments, as trials often have numerous and 
different outcomes. Often the choice of outcomes is not 
carefully considered as many of the outcomes are not re-
garded as important by patients. The use of these outcomes 
in clinical trials has led to waste in study resources and 
reporting, and these issues may be avoidable with the use 
of a COS2. Another challenge is that different trials use 
different measurement instruments at different time points 
and often with little reference to the validity and reliability 
of such instruments6. These issues underscore the need to 
develop COS and appropriate measurement instruments 
for clinical trials for VLU treatment.

While no single method of developing a COS is accepted, 
a multi-stage process in which all stakeholders, including 
patients and their carers, contribute to the final outcome 
set will be the most useful. Firstly, a core domain set is 
established. This step is followed by development of a con-
sensus minimal set of outcomes that should be reported 
for any trial. Finally, consensus on how the outcomes are 
to be measured with respect to validity and reliability of 
the measurement instruments is achieved amongst the 
participating stakeholders.

DEVELOPMENT OF COS
IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL OUTCOMES
Scoping review
The results of a scoping review, which included all out-
comes identified in the Cochrane Systematic Review da-
tabase that included RCTs in patients with VLU, were 
presented at the meeting. A scoping review enabled the 
concepts in a field of interest to be ‘mapped’ out17 and 
allowed for a rapid underpinning of the key concepts18. 
The adaptation of the Arksey and O’Malley17 five-stage 
methodological framework for conducting a scoping re-
view by Levac et al.19 was used to guide the review. Stage 
1 identified the research question, which although broad, 
still includes the study population. In this case, the study 
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population included people with VLUs. Stage 2 identified 
the relevant studies, which were RCTs included in the 
Cochrane systematic reviews. Stage 3 defines the study 
selection. Levac et al19 recommended that the inclusion 
and exclusion criteria can be applied post hoc as the re-
searcher becomes increasingly familiar with the literature. 
The charting of the data (Stage 4) was designed according 
to the framework analysis of Ritchie and Spencer20. In 
this stage, the outcomes were organised into a structured 
table that facilitated the grouping of the outcomes into 
domains. The results were collated, summarised, and re-
ported in Stage 5.

In total, 807 (post-deduplication) potential outcomes were 
extracted. Through consensus amongst the group mem-
bers, these 807 outcomes were grouped into 11 domains 
(Table) and presented at the meeting. Domains are broad, 
descriptive categories that host potential groupings of sev-
eral, more specific, outcomes.

Table: 
Domains identified following the 
scoping review.

n Healing
n Patient-reported symptoms
n Clinician-reported symptoms
n Carer-reported symptoms 
n Life impacts
n Clinical signs
n Clinical measurement
n Performance of the intervention
n Resource use: supplies
n Resource use: clinician time
n Adverse events

CONSENSUS METHODS DISCUSSION
The method to be used to gain consensus from stake-
holders was openly discussed at the EWMA meeting. 
The following topics were introduced, and agreement 
was achieved.

n Stakeholders will include patients, carers, health profes-
sionals, policy makers, researchers, and industry repre-
sentatives. Two members (Nelson and O’Meara) of the 
project team are editors for Cochrane Wounds Group 
(CWG), ensuring the involvement of a broad range of 
stakeholders. Other steering group members also have 
expertise in Cochrane Reviews. We are also likely to 
contact additional people who contribute to the CWG 
(e.g., review authors and editors) through the proposed 
networks.

n The Delphi method will be used via an online survey 
tool (Bristol Online Survey) to gain consensus on the 
domains. Participants will be asked to rate each domain 
in terms of importance on a Likert scale of 1 to 9 (1 
being not important, and 9 being extremely impor-
tant). Discussion with the audience suggested that most 
people were in favour of including two rounds for each 
step of the consensus process. The rationale behind this 
is that it is methodologically defensible. That is, with 
two rounds, we will be able to better identify and un-
derstand the complexities of the decision process, in 
agreement with processes for other COS21.

n An audience member highlighted the fact that an online 
format has methodological limitations and may be 
limited in its ability to reach the patient group. This 
challenge was discussed and acknowledged by the team. 
Because of funding restraints, however, it will not be 
possible to send out paper copies of the survey. Paper 
formats are also much more time consuming. The sur-
vey will benefit from the ‘snowball’ effect, in that the 
number of people that have the opportunity to par-
ticipate will be increased via links from wound care 
organisations and all other known networks with an 
interest in VLU research; however, individuals will not 
be contacted by their National Health Service (NHS) 
UK use or employment. Ethical approval for this step 
has been sought from the University of Leeds, UK.

n It was suggested that ulcer recurrence should be con-
sidered an outcome. The initial response from the team 
was that ulcer recurrence was not included in this COS 
initiative, as the focus of the COS was the treatment 
of open VLUs. Following an in-depth discussion, the 
group concluded that ulcer recurrence will not be in-
cluded as a domain or outcome. Unfortunately, the 
scope of this project cannot cover all aspects of VLU 
management, especially in light of the fact that the scop-
ing review of open ulceration has revealed that this by 
itself is a significant endeavour.

n An audience member asked whether there will be rep-
resentation from the healthcare industry. Following an 
in-depth discussion after the meeting at EWMA, it was 
decided that healthcare industry representatives will be 
part of the stakeholder group.

n Additional issues that will not be addressed within the 
scope of the project were addressed. The CoreVen pro-
ject aims to develop the COS only and will not be advis-
ing on the conduct and reporting of trials; however, we 
highlight the need for future research on the conduct 
and reporting in VLU trials. The following issues were 
discussed:
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 n The idea that the COS should include recommenda-
tions about duration of follow-up was suggested. This 
idea was discussed based on the criticisms raised in 
the systematic review by Hodgson et al.22, in which a 
median follow-up of 12 weeks was suggested for trials 
evaluating treatments for chronic wounds. A later com-
ment reiterated that recommendation for a minimum 
follow-up time for assessment of both healing and recur-
rence within that period would be useful. Our group, 
however, will not be recommending a minimum follow-
up time; however, we do emphasise that future research 
on the minimum follow-up time is needed.

 n Members of the audience suggested that trials should
report baseline prognostic variables per group. While the 
COS will not cover such recommendations, the COS, 
once established, can be implemented alongside tools, 
such as CONSORT (Consolidated Standards of Report-
ing Trials, 23), which includes recommendations on 
the reporting of baseline variables, to address this issue.

 n A question was posed regarding whether the COS would
provide guidance on the target number of trial par-
ticipants. The team responded by stating the COS will 
recommend outcomes on which estimations of statisti-
cal power would be based but would not recommend 
a target number for trial participants directly as this 
number depends on the individual trial aims.

 n Members of the audience questioned how the steering 
group decided on a 70% level of consensus (as opposed 
to other values). The team responded that this decision 
was based on methods used by other COS initiatives, 
such as OMERACT24, which developed COS in rheu-
matology; Kirkham et al.25, who developed the COS-
STAR (Core Outcome Set-STAndards for Reporting) 
statement; McNair et al.26, who developed COS in colo-
rectal cancer surgery; and Millar et al.21, who developed 
COS in prescribing for older adults in care homes.

 n The core outcome(s) may vary according to trial end-
point and the treatment being evaluated. The team re-
sponded to this point by stating that the aim of the ini-
tiative is to identify core outcomes for all VLU trials and 
that trialists can certainly add other outcomes. The core 
outcome may be a secondary outcome within a study 
and does not necessarily have to be a primary outcome.

 n An audience member also said that researchers involved
in future studies should be able to justify the reasons that 
outcomes from the COS were not reported in the trial.

CONCLUSION
The meeting was successful as the audience raised valu-
able questions and provided helpful comments during 
the meeting to facilitate the development of the COS. In 
conclusion, industry stakeholders will be accessed through 
their identified networks. Researchers will be able to in-
clude additional outcomes in their studies, will be able 
to decide which of the COS are primary and secondary 
in their trials, and will be able to omit some outcomes as 
long as they provide justification. As with all initiatives, 
some issues will not be covered by the scope of the project 
because the CoreVen project aims to develop the COS only 
and will not be advising on the conduct and reporting of 
trials. The team, however, emphasises the need for future 
research on conduct and reporting in VLU trials. This 
includes recommendations on the minimum follow-up 
time, baseline prognostic variables, and number of trial 
participants. A two round online survey that will soon 
be launched will seek to gain consensus on the domains 
listed (see Table). Following this survey which is to gain 
consensus on the domains, an additional online survey 
will be completed in two rounds to gain consensus on the 
specific outcomes that fall within the domains that were 
voted as important in the previous online survey.

WHAT IS NEXT?
The online survey will be launched in September/October 
2017, and the team aims to complete the two rounds of 
data gathering by December 2017. The findings will be 
ready for presentation in early 2018. A second meeting 
will be held in 2018 to discuss the findings and final-
ise the method for the second Delphi study on the core 
outcomes. The full protocol will be published and made 
readily available.

You can contact us:
Email: Sarah Hallas via hc11s4h@leeds.ac.uk
Twitter: @VLUcoreven

Nonstandard abbreviations
CONSORT Consolidated Standards of Reporting Trials
CoreVen Core outcome set for Venous leg ulceration 
COS Core Outcome Set
COS-STAR Core Outcome Set- STAndards for Reporting
CWG Cochrane Wounds Group
EWMA European Wound Management Association
HOME Harmonizing Outcome Measures for Eczema
mOMEnt management of Otitis Media with Effusion in 
children with cleft palate
NHS National Health Service
OMERACT Outcome Measures in Rheumatology 
RCT Randomised Control Trial
VLU Venous Leg Ulceration

EWMA Journal 2017 vol 18 no 230



REFERENCES

1. COMET.  COMET Initiative.  [Internet].  2017. [Cited 
2017 Aug 08].  Available from: http://www.comet-
initiative.org/

2. Williamson, P. R., Altman, D. G., Bagley, H., Barnes, K. 
L., Blazeby, J. M., Brookes, S. T., Clarke, M., Gargon, 
E., Gorst, S., Harman, N., Kirkham, J. J., McNair, A., 
Prinsen, C. A. C., Schmitt, J., Terwee, C. B. and 
Young, B.  The COMET Handbook: Version 1.0.  
Trials. [Internet].  2017.  [Cited 2017 Aug 08].  18 
(suppl 3):280.  Available from: https://trialsjournal.
biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13063-017-
1978-4

3.  Boers, M., Kirwan, J. R., Wells, G., Beaton, D., Gossec, 
L., d’Agostino, M-A., Conaghan, P. G., Bingham III, 
C. O., Brooks, P., Landewe, R., March, L., Simon, L. 
S., Singh, J. A., Strand, V. and Tugwell, P.  Develop-
ing Core Outcome Measurement Sets for Clinical 
Trials: OMERACT Filter 2.0.  Journal of Clinical 
Epidemiology.  [Internet].  2013 [Cited 2017 Aug 08].  
67(7), pp. 745-753.  Available from: http://www.
sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/
S0895435613004885

4. Bruce, I., Harman, N., Williamson, P., Tierney, S., 
Callery, P., Mohiuddin, S., Payne, K., Fenwick, E., 
Kirkham, J. and O’Brien, K.  The management of 
Ottis Media with Effusion in children with cleft palate 
(mOMEent): a feasibility study and economic 
evaluation.  Health Technology Assessment.  
[Internet].  2015.  [Cited 2017 Aug 16].  19(68), 
pp.1-408.  Available from: https://www.journalsli-
brary.nihr.ac.uk/hta/hta19680/#/full-report

5. Schmitt, J., Apfelbacher, C., Spuls, P. I., Thomas, K. S., 
Simpson, E. L., Furue, M., Chalmers, J. and Williams, 
H. C.  The Harmonizing Outcome Measures for 
Eczema (HOME) Roadmap: A methodological 
framework to develop core sets of outcome measure-
ments in dermatology.  Journal of Investigative 
Dermatology.  [Internet].  2015. [Cited 2017 Aug 
08]. 135(1), pp. 24-30.    Available from: http://www.
jidonline.org/article/S0022-202X(15)37064-0/pdf

6. Gethin G, Killeen F, Devane D. Heterogeneity of wound 
outcome measures in RCTs of treatments for VLUs: a 
systematic review. Journal of Wound Care. May 2015. 
24(5):211-226.

7. Hodgeson, R., Allen, R., Broderick, E., Bland, J. M., 
Dumville, J., Ashby, R., Bell-Syer, S., Foxlee, R., Hall, 
J., Lamb, K., Madden, M., O’Meara, S., Stubbs, N. 
and Cullum, N.  Funding source and the quality of 
reports of chronic wounds.  Trials.  [Internet].  2014.  
[Cited 2017 Aug 16].  15(19), pp. 1-10.  Available 
from: https://trialsjournal.biomedcentral.com/track/
pdf/10.1186/1745-6215-15-19?site=trialsjournal.
biomedcentral.com

8. Lazarus, G., Valle, F., Malas, M., Qazi, U., Maruthur, 
N. M., Doggett, D., Fawole, O. A., Bass, E. B. and 
Zenilman, J.  Chronic venous leg ulcer treatment: 
future research needs.  Wound Repair and Regenera-
tion.  [Internet].  2014.  [Cited 2017 Aug 16].  22(1), 
pp. 34-42.  Available from: http://onlinelibrary.wiley.
com/doi/10.1111/wrr.12102/epdf 

9. Cullum, N., Buckley, H., Dumville, J., Hall, J., Lamb, K., 
Madden, M., Morley, R., O’Meara, S., Saramago 
Goncalves, P., Soares, M. and Stubbs, N.  Wounds 
research for patient benefit: a 5 year programme of 
research.  Health Technology Assessment.  [Internet].  
2016.  [Cited 2017 Aug 29].  Pp. 1-334.  Available 
from: http://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/105570/1/
FullReport_pgfar04130.pdf

10. NHS. Leg Ulcer, Venous. [Internet]. 2012. [Cited 
2017 Aug 08].  Available from: http://www.nhs.uk/
conditions/Leg-ulcer-venous/Pages/Introduction.aspx

11. National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 
(NICE).  Leg ulcer- venous.  [Internet]. 2016. [Cited 
2017 Aug 08].  Available from: http://cks.nice.org.uk/
leg-ulcer-venous#!backgroundsub:1

12. Hall, J., Buckley, H. L., Stubbs, N., Saramago, P. 
Dumville, J. C. and Cullum, N. A.  Point prevalence of 
complex wounds in a defined United Kingdom 
population.  Wound Repair and Regeneration.  
[Internet].  2014.  [Cited 2017 Aug 16].  22(6), pp. 
694-700.  Available from: http://onlinelibrary.wiley.
com/doi/10.1111/wrr.12230/full 

13. Gohel, M. S. and Poskitt, K. R.  Venous ulceration. In: 
Donnelly, R. and London, N. J. M .eds.  ABC of 
Arterial and Venous Disease.  Chichester: Wiley-
Blackwell.  2009.  P 84.

14. O’Meara, S. Martyn-St James, M. and Adderley, U. J.  
Alginate dressings for venous leg ulcers (Review).  
Cochrane.  [Internet].  2015. [Cited 2017 Aug 08].  
Available from: http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/
doi/10.1002/14651858.CD010182.pub3/epdf/
standard

15. Nelzon, O., Bergqvist, D. and Lindhagen, A.  Venous 
and non-venous leg ulcers: clinical history and 
appearance in a popular study.  British Journal 
Surgery.  [Internet]. 1994. [Cited 2017 Aug 08].  
81(2), pp. 182-187.  Available from: http://onlineli-
brary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/bjs.1800810206/epdf

16. Herber, O. R., Schnepp, W. and Riegger, M. A.  A 
systematic review on the impact of leg ulceration on 
patients’ quality of life.  Health and Quality of Life 
Outcomes. [Internet].2007. [Cited 2017 Aug 08].  
5(44), pp. 1-12.  Available from: http://hqlo.
biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/1477-7525-5-44

17. Arksey, H. and O’Malley.  Scoping Studies: Towards a 
Methodological Framework.  International Journal of 
Social Research Methodology.  [Internet].  2005. 
[Cited 2017 Aug 08].  8(1), pp. 19-32.  Available 
from: http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/
pdf/10.1080/1364557032000119616

18. Mays, N., Roberts, E. and Popay, J.  Synthesising 
research evidence.  In Fulop, N., Allen, P., Clarke, A. 
and Black, N.  (eds).  Studying the organisation and 
delivery of health services: Research methods.  
London: Routledge.  2001

19. Levac, D., Colquhoun, H. and O’Brien, K. K.  Scoping 
studies: advancing the methodology.  Implementation 
Science.  [Internet].  2010 [Cited 2017 Aug 08].  5, 
pp. 1-9.  Available from: http://download.springer.
com/static/pdf/239/art%253A10.1186%25
2F1748-5908-5-69.pdf?originUrl=http%3A%2F%2Fi
mplementationscience.biomedcentral.com

20. Ritchie, J. and Spencer, L. Qualitative data analysis for 
applied policy research.  In: Bryman, A. and Burgess, 
R. G. (eds) Analyzing qualitative data.  London: 
Routledge. 1994. pp.173-194

21. Millar, A, N., Daffu-O’Reilly, A., Hughes, C. M., 
Alldred, D. P., Barton, G., Bond, C. M., Desborough, 
J. A., Myint, P. K., Holland, R., Poland, F. M. and 
Wright, D.  Development of a core outcome set for 
effectiveness trials aimed at optimising prescribing in 
older adults in care homes.  Trials.  [Intenet]. 2017. 
[Cited 2017 Aug 08]. 18(175), pp. 1-12.   Available 
from: http://download.springer.com/static/pdf/43/art%
253A10.1186%252Fs13063-017-1915-6.pdf?origin
Url=http%3A%2F%2Ftrialsjournal.biomedcentral.com

22. Hodgson, R,. Allen, R., Broderick, E., Bland, M. J., 
Dumville, J. C.,  Ashby, R., Bell-Syer, S., Foxlee, R., 
Hall, J., Lamb, K., Madden, M., O’Meara, S., Stubbs, 
N. and Cullum, N.  Funding source and the quality of 
reports of chronic wounds trials: 2004-2011.  Trials 
[Internet].  2014. [Cited 2017 Aug 08].  15(19), pp. 
1-10.  Available from: http://eprints.whiterose.ac.
uk/77620/7/Funding%20source%20and%20
quality%20of%20wounds%20trials_with_coversheet.
pdf

23. CONSORT.  Explanation and Elaboration Document. 
[Internet].  2010 [Cited 2017 Aug 08].  Available 
from: http://www.consort-statement.org/Media/
Default/Downloads/CONSORT%202010%20
Explanation%20and%20Elaboration%20(BMJ).pdf

24. OMERACT.  The OMERACT handbook.  [Internet].  
2017 [Cited 2017 Aug 08].  Available from: https://
www.omeract.org/pdf/OMERACT_Handbook.pdf

25. Kirkham, J. J., Gorst, S., Altman, D. G., Blazeby, J. M., 
Clarke, M., Devane, D., Gargon, E., Moher, D., 
Schmitt, J., Tugwell, P., Tunis, S. and Williamson, P. 
R.  Core Outcome Set-STandards for Reporting: The 
COS-STAR Statement.  Plos Medicine.  [Internet].  
2016. [Cited 2017 Aug 08].  pp. 1-11.  Available 
from: http://journals.plos.org/plosmedicine/article/
file?id=10.1371/journal.
pmed.1002148&type=printable

26. McNair, A. G., Whistance, R. N., Forsythe, R. O., 
Macefield, R., Rees, J., Pullyblank, A. M., Avery, K. 
N., Brookes, S. T., Thomas, M. G., Sylvester, P. A., 
Russell, A., Oliver, A., Morton, D., Kennedy, R., 
Jayne, D. G., Huxtable, R., Hackett, R., Dutton, S. J., 
Coleman, M. G., Card, M., Brown, J. and Blazeby, J. 
M.  Core Outcomes for Colorectal Cancer Surgery: A 
Consensus Study.  Plos Medicine [Internet].  2016. 
[Cited 2017 Aug 08]. pp. 1-14.  Available from: 
http://journals.plos.org/plosmedicine/article/
file?id=10.1371/journal.
pmed.1002071&ttyp=printable

Science, Practice and Education

STEERING GROUP:

Dr Una Adderley1

Dr Jan Kottner5

Dr Mary Madden1

Dr Pauline Meskell6

Prof. Jane Nixon4

Dr Aonghus O’Loughlin3,7

Prof. Sebastian Probst8

Mr Wael Tawfick3,7,9

Dr Thomas Wild10,11,12,13

1 School of Healthcare, University of Leeds, 
Leeds, UK

2 School of Nursing and Midwifery, National 
University of Ireland Galway, Galway, Ireland

3 Alliance for Research and Innovation in 
Wounds

4 Clinical Trials Research Unit, School of Medi-
cine, University of Leeds, UK

5 Charite-Universitatsmedizin Berlin, Berlin, Ger-
many

6 The Department of Nursing and Midwifery, 
University of Limerick, Limerick, Ireland

7 Saolta University Health Care Group, Univer-
sity Hospital Galway, Galway, Ireland

8 University of Applied Sciences Western 
Switzerland, Geneva, Switzerland

9 School of Medicine, National University of 
Ireland Galway, Galway, Ireland

10 University Medical Center Hamburg-
Eppendorf, Germany

11University of Applied Science Anhalt, 
Institute of Applied Bioscience and Process 
Management

12Clinic of Plastic, Hand and Aesthetic Surgery, 
Medical Center Dessau, Academic Teaching 
Hospital of Marin Luther University of Halle-
Wittenburg, Germany

13Clinic of Dermatology, Immunology and 
Allergology, Medical Center Dessau, Academic 
Teaching Hospital of Marin Luther University of 
Halle-Wittenburg, Germany

EWMA  Journal 2017 vol 18 no 2 31


